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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . This action is in reply to the application filed on 26 August 2003. 

2. Claims 1-20 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The Information Disclosure Statement filed on 05 February 2004 has been considered. An 
initialed copy of the Form 1449 is enclosed herewith. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. The limitations of claim 9 are data structures that are not claimed as 
embodied in computer-readable media, and therefore are not statutory because they are not 
capable of causing functional changes in the computer. Such claimed data structures do not 
define any structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and other 
claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. 
Dependent claims 10-14 fail to cure this deficiency of claim 9, and thus are rejected on the 
same grounds. (MPEP § 2106.01) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 1-5, and 7-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rieker 
(US 5832447) (hereinafter Rieker) in view of Bosco et al. (US 5191522) (hereinafter Bosco). 

9. Examiner's Note: The Examiner has pointed out particular references contained in the prior 
art of record within the body of this action for the convenience of the Applicant. Although the 
specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to the specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply. Applicant, in 
preparing the response, should consider fully the entire reference as potentially teaching all 
or part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior 
art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Claim 1 

Rieker as shown, discloses the following limitations: 
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• providing a plurality of interrelated tables; (see at least Rieker Fig:9 A-D & related text) 

• providing a first key reference in one table, the first key reference identifying a first 
specific group of the variables; (see at least Rieker Fig:9 B-D ltems:400, 600, 700 & 
related text) 

• matching the first key reference to another table, (see at least Rieker Fig:7B ltem:266 & 
related text) 

• the first key reference identifying a second specific group of variables and a plurality of 
additional key references; and (see at least Rieker Fig:9B ltem:400-466 & related text) 

Rieker does not disclose the following limitations, however Bosco, as shown does: 

• providing a plurality of policy variables for each table; (see at least Bosco Column:8 
Lines:42-51) 

• matching the plurality of additional key references to a plurality of respective additional 
tables to determine a deductible for a related policy (see at least Bosco Column:9 
Lines:10-18) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into Rieker with 
the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for managing insurance 
related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 2 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 1. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• in the one table, providing a geographical variable, a transaction variable and an effective 
policy date variable (see at least Rieker Fig: 10 A-B & related text) 

Claim 3 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 2. Bosco further 
discloses the following limitation: 
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• in the another table, providing an old deductible variable and a new deductible variable 
(see at least Bosco Column:7 Lines:58-62, column:9 Lines43-45, Fig: 10 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 4 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 3. Bosco further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• in one of the additional tables, providing variables distinguishing deductibles available to 
the policies (see at least Bosco Column: 11 Lines:42-59) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 5 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 3. Bosco further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• in another of the additional tables, providing variables identifying movement from an old 
deductible to a new deductible (see at least Bosco Column:7 Lines:58-62) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 7 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 1. Bosco further 
discloses the following limitation: 
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• another table controls each variable used to distinguish an old deductible variable from a 
new deductible variable (see at least Bosco Column:7 Lines:58-62& Column:9 Lines:43- 
45) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 8 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 7. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the additional tables respectively provide variables distinguishing deductibles available to 
the policies and identifying movement from an old deductible to a new deductible (see at 
least Rieker Fig:7G ltems:366-370 & related text) 

Claim 9 

Rieker as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• a plurality of interrelated tables; (see at least Rieker Fig:9 A-D & related text) 

• the variables in a first table including a geographical variable, a transaction variable and 
an effective policy date variable; (see at least Rieker Fig: 10 A-B & related text) 

• the variables in an additional table identifying movement from an old deductible to a new 
deductible (see at least Rieker Fig:7G ltem:366-370 & related text) 

Rieker does not disclose the following limitations, however Bosco, as shown does: 

• a plurality of policy variables in each table; (see at least Bosco Column:8 Lines:42-51 ) 

• the variables in another table including old deductible variables and new deductible 
variables; (see at least Bosco Column:7 Lines:58-62, Fig:10 & related text) 

• the variables in a further table distinguishing deductibles available to the policies; (see at 
least Bosco Column:1 1 Lines:42-59) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into Rieker with 
the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for managing insurance 
related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 10 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 9. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first table includes a first key reference (see at least Rieker Fig:9A ltems:500-502 & 
related text) 

Claim 11 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 10. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first key reference identifies a first specific group of variables (see at least Rieker 
Fig:9 B-D ltems:400, 600, 700 & related text) 

Claim 12 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 1 . Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first key reference is matched to the another table (see at least Rieker Fig:7B 
ltems:266 & related text) 

Claim 13 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 12. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first key reference identifies a second specific group of variables and a plurality of 
additional key references (see at least Rieker Fig:9B ltems:400-466 & related text) 

Claim 14 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 13. Bosco further 
discloses the following limitation: 
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• the plurality of additional key references are matched to a plurality of respective 
additional tables to determine a deductible for a related policy (see at least Bosco 
Column:9 Lines:10-18) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 15 

Rieker as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• a storage device storing a program; (see at least Rieker Fig:3 ltems:100, 150B, Fig:4 
Items: 172 & related text) 

• a processor coupled to the storage device (see at least Rieker Fig:3 Items: 100, 150B, 
Fig:4 Items: 172 & related text) 

• operative with the program for processing data in a plurality of interrelated tables; (see at 
least Rieker Fig:300 ltems:100,110 Fig:9 A-D & related text) 

• the variables in a first table including a geographical variable, a transaction variable and 
an effective policy date variable; (see at least Rieker Fig: 10 A-B & related text) 

• the variables in an additional table identifying movement from an old deductible to a new 
deductible (see at least Rieker Fig:7G ltem:366-370 & related text) 

Rieker does not disclose the following limitations, however Bosco, as shown does: 

• a plurality of policy variables in each table; (see at least Bosco Column:8 Lines:42-51 ) 

• the variables in another table including old deductible variables and new deductible 
variables; (see at least Bosco Column:7 Lines:58-62, Fig:10 & related text) 

• the variables in a further table distinguishing deductibles available to the policies; (see at 
least Bosco Column:1 1 Lines:42-59) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into Rieker with 
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the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for managing insurance 
related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
Claim 16 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 15. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first table includes a first key reference (see at least Rieker Fig:9A ltems:500-502 & 
related text) 

Claim 17 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 16. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first key reference identifies a first specific group of variables (see at least Rieker 
Fig:9 B-D ltems:400, 600, 700 & related text) 

Claim 18 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 17. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first key reference is matched to the another table (see at least Rieker Fig:7B 
ltems:266 & related text) 

Claim 19 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 18. Rieker further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the first key reference identifies a second specific group of variables and a plurality of 
additional key references (see at least Rieker Fig:9B ltems:400-466 & related text) 

Claim 20 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 19. Bosco further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the plurality of additional key references are matched to a plurality of respective 
additional tables to determine a deductible for a related policy (see at least Bosco 
Column:9 Lines:10-18) 



Application/Control Number: 10/649,237 Page 
Art Unit: 3626 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
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10. Claims 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rieker in view of 
Bosco in further view of Garrett et al. (US 5325291) (hereinafter Garrett). 
Claim 6 

The combination of Rieker/Bosco disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 . Garrett further 
discloses the following limitation: 

• the plurality of additional key references are matched to a plurality of respective 
additional tables to determine a deductible for a related policy (see at least Garrett 
Fig:5,6 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of Bosco 
into Rieker/Bosco. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features into 
Rieker/Bosco with the motivation of providing a more efficient and effective method for 
managing insurance related costs, (see at least Bosco Column:3 Lines:25-45) 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to Rajiv J. Raj whose 
telephone number is 571-270-3930. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:30am- 
5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, 
Luke Gilligan can be reached at 571 272-6770. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 

http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll- 
free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to 571-273-8300. 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Date: 06/03/08 

/Rajiv J Raj/ Patent Examiner Art Unit 3626 



/C Luke Gilligan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



